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gl^Es, in mofit of their glasaaff th©y use none at all and ia 
otherc atnounts tar exceeding applicants' upper limit ot 2,5^. 

Summarizing, Steierman do^a. not suggest the specifically 

claimed amounts of SrO and BaO,- nor the addition o£ ZrO^ a a an 
X-r^Hy rtbKur pi . I tjn cifjinf » trie^ ill . Or* Tlp2 '^T' ^igwit preventing 
browning of the peuiel glass by pXtraviolet rays. He uses 
cerium oxide to protect against x-ray browning (col. 6, lines 
3 7/8) . The tunnel glacG of Yan^gfioawa et al containc at leaet 

5% PbO and uses riO^ to adjust the viscosity o£ the glass » A 
peroon of ordinary kill in the art would not qlean from thic 
teaching that TiO^ prevents browiing of a CRT panel by 

ultraviolet radiation. This mo^iifdcation can be gleaned only 
from applicants' teaching and fiiida no suggestion in the prior 
rtf l.. wliilfe PelejHeci fi^L al yuygest the optionsil use (0%) o£ up 

Lo 14% ZrOg as an X-ray Hbaorhing' agRnt in fiunnal glasR (nf a 

totally rl'L f f t*re.)"il'. cjcjrnpOH i 1. 1 on) , ^.ppl li:*^ril.H uhk i.Ik- Hpnci£ic 

Hint lurtl.. c.if n, 1-^.5% atiiDunL of Zz'O^, in their panel (jlass. 

While the references are '"'i^ the same field of tube 
manufacture, " none of the cited jpatents addresses the specific 

problem solved by applicants, l^-e. the prevention of the 
production oZ devitrification fl:t;one9 resulting from the claimed 
amounts of SrO and idaD. The seikisction of these amountc ic not 



5(8 * RCVD AT 1 111212003 10:36:03 AM [Eastern Standard Tim^^ 



NOU-12-2003 10:41 



COLLPRDScROE 



15163659805 P. 06 



obvious irom St^ierman, and the; combination nf Yanayladwa et 
nn<i Petersen et al with Steirmah- is not abviouy from the 
diacloflurca iu the prior art but^ ie only suggested by 
applicants' teaching. As tnc Court held in'Xu ra iwperato, 179 

U3P0 730, 



"... Lhe lueie fact that thpiae, disclosures can be combined 
doea no^fc make the combination' obvious unless the art also 
contains pomfinhing tn auygeBL Lhe desirability of the 
combination (emphaaia by court)." 



Tt is reapeuLf Lilly submittSed that the secondary and 
cerriary referRnr.Rp; do not "auyy^tiuL Lhe desirability of the 

combinarion" wit}i i. ^ite pr imrriry iiftference. 



in in re sha«far, 1956 C,V\ 'l2^, the Court held llidt 
rctcrcnccD 

"may not be combined indiacjximinately, and to determine 
whether r.hp. nombindtion of References is proper, the 
following criterion is otten^uscd; namely^ whether the 
prior art suggests doing ^h^it: sn r^ppliejanL hdB done , . . 
The art applied should be 'viewed by itaelt to sec if it 
hae fairly disclosed what ; an applicant has donR. Tf the 
rivt did iiuL du BO, the re^«?:.ences rnay have been improperly 
combined ... In tact, a person having the refer<ances 
before him who was not Ejoyriizfiiit of appellant's disclosure 
would not be informed that ,|hc problcmd colved by 
appi^llant ever exIflt.Rfl. ThRrRfnre?, can iL be 8did that 
these references which never recognised appellant ' o 
problem would have suggestj,ed., its 90l.iitinn? We think noL, 
and therefore feel that tl^el referencea were improperly 
combined since there is no ,Juggescion in either of r.hR 
mlexttiiuea that they can be^i combined to produce 
appeliant^e results." 
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It is respecLfully fiiibmitted that "a person ... v;ho waa 
noc cognizant o£ (applicants') r.UH(;1 o^^ure would not be in£onned 
th^it the problems solved by (applicants) evex e?<irtr.ftfl" 
(prcvcntinq precipitation of devitrification stones) cjnt.l 
"therefore - the references wjbre improperly con^in^d since 
there is no suggestion in either , of the references that they 
Ceil] liH tiomhinerl to produce (appilicantS ' ) results." 

In a very recent decision,, the Board nf PriteriL Apye^ils and 
InterterencQs, Ex parte Hilly«r;,; 68 USPQ2d 12??., agrRRri with 

appellants 

"that (the prior art) does: hot teach the combination of 
OKyqen and ammonia is effective for the ufirfi rl?3i.mHd by 
rappftllants, . . In our vieV/: ' (the prior art) providcc 
evidence that the artisan x^fas familiar with the use of cbR 
listed adcli r.lvRfl And with ithie uiirLicaldr applications to 
which they were ouited, . . IWe; believe that the evidence 
relied upon falls short of yeBt<=»bl i ahing prltiid facie 
obviousness of the claimcd/invcntion. . .it appears that no 
more than an 'obvious to tr^' standard: ha I3 hRRn inRt. 
However, Lhifi is not the standard of 35 U.G.C, 103." 

Thus, while the prior art ;shbwB TiOj to he suited fur 
adj acting vicccsity of a di£feq?erin' glass, it falls short of 
auqqcating itc ucc for prevent ibfowning of a CRT panel glass, 

A sincere effort having be^n made to overcome the groxmds 
of rejection, favorable reconsideration and allowance ot ciaimc 
l-i:^ rind are respectfully, eolicited. 
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Rdspactfully submitted, 
HIROSHI\KOMORI ET AL 



on 0 Uf^n 



Kurt Kelfhan^OReg. No. 10,620 
Allison ^C, collard, R©g, No. 22^^62 

COLLARD & ROE, P.C. Edward,R. FTeecJman, Rp.g. Nn. :>6,04fi 

10/7 Northern Boulevard Attorriby$ for Applicants 

Rn.slyn, Nrw VnrV n.S7fS 

(516) 365-9802 



I hRTftby certify thar this correspondence Is being faxsd to ire US PTO, Fax no.: 703-872-9319, on 
NovemDeri2, 2003. ' //] 

n;VUecnOVrTitllBrKkTfi<omorl el id-E BO>end Hov. 03.v»p(l 
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